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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive analysis of the transformative potential of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) in human capital performance evaluation within public institutions. By conducting a systematic literature review and proposing a conceptual framework, it addresses a significant research gap in the intersection of AI technologies and public sector human resource management. 
The study highlights both the opportunities and challenges of implementing GenAI, offering practical and ethical considerations that are highly relevant for scholars, policymakers, and practitioners. Its findings contribute to the advancement of knowledge on digital transformation in public administration and set the foundation for future empirical research in this emerging field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is generally suitable - “GenAI Implications in the Evaluation of Human Capital Performance in Public Institutions” clearly reflects the scope and focus of the study.
However, for enhanced academic clarity and discoverability, you might consider a slightly revised version:

Suggested Alternative Title:

“The Role of Generative AI in Human Capital Performance Evaluation: A Systematic Review and Conceptual Framework for Public Institutions”

This alternative better emphasizes the methodology (systematic review), the technology (generative AI), and the sectoral context (public institutions).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the aim, methodology, key findings, and conceptual contributions of the article. It highlights the relevance of GenAI in public sector performance evaluation and outlines the potential benefits, challenges, and ethical considerations.
Suggestions for improvement:

1. Include the research method explicitly by name - While it refers to a "systematic review," directly stating "a systematic literature review using the PRISMA framework" would enhance methodological clarity.

2. Mention the scope of the literature reviewed - Adding the number of studies analyzed (78 articles) gives a clearer idea of the review’s breadth.

3. Clarify the conceptual framework - Briefly naming or describing the five-step framework in one sentence would strengthen the abstract’s contribution section.

4. Refine wording for clarity and impact - For example, replacing "offering new perspectives" with "providing structured insights" or "evidence-based recommendations" could be more precise.

Example revised sentence:

“This study employs a systematic literature review (2015-2025) guided by the PRISMA methodology, analyzing 78 peer-reviewed sources to identify the potential benefits, implementation challenges, and ethical concerns associated with GenAI in public HRM.”

These small additions would make the abstract even stronger and more informative for academic readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It demonstrates methodological rigor by applying the PRISMA approach for the systematic literature review, clearly outlining inclusion and exclusion criteria, databases searched, and thematic analysis. The arguments are well-supported by up-to-date academic sources (2015-2025), and the discussion reflects a balanced integration of theoretical concepts, practical implications, and ethical considerations related to GenAI use in public sector performance evaluation.
Additionally, the article provides a conceptual framework grounded in the literature, which enhances its scientific validity. Definitions, citations, and the analytical structure are coherent and consistent with academic standards. No major methodological or factual inaccuracies were identified in the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references in the manuscript are sufficient, diverse, and largely up-to-date. The study draws upon peer-reviewed sources spanning 2015 to 2023, reflecting both foundational and current research in generative AI, public administration, and human resource management. Key works such as those by Tambe et al. (2019), Cappelli et al. (2020), Zuiderwijk et al. (2021), and Dickson et al. (2023) demonstrate that the manuscript is anchored in relevant and recent academic discourse.
Suggestions for additional references (optional, to enhance depth):

1. Binns, R. (2018). Algorithmic accountability and public reason. Philosophy & Technology, 31(4), 543-556.

- Could support the discussion on transparency and algorithmic governance in public institutions.

2. Brynjolfsson, E., & McAfee, A. (2017). Machine, platform, crowd: Harnessing our digital future.

- A broader reference that could contextualize GenAI within organizational transformation.

3. Lepri, B., Oliver, N., Letouzé, E., Pentland, A., & Vinck, P. (2018). Fair, transparent, and accountable algorithmic decision-making processes. Philosophy & Technology, 31(4), 611-627.

- Useful for deepening the ethical and fairness discussions.

While the current reference list is strong, incorporating one or two of these could further enrich the manuscript's theoretical and ethical foundations.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript demonstrates a formal academic tone, clear sentence structures, and appropriate use of terminology relevant to public administration, human resource management, and artificial intelligence.
However, there are a few minor areas for improvement:

1. Occasional awkward phrasing - A few sentences could be rephrased for smoother readability. For example:

“offering new perspectives on measuring and developing public sector employee performance” could be improved to

“offering novel approaches to assessing and enhancing employee performance in the public sector.”

2. Article usage and prepositions - In a few cases, the use of “the” or prepositions (e.g., “in” vs. “on”) could be refined for greater fluency.

Despite these minor language issues, they do not obstruct understanding, and the manuscript remains clearly written and academically appropriate. A light copy-editing pass would be sufficient to polish the text for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a timely and well-executed exploration of the implications of generative AI in evaluating human capital performance within public institutions. Its strength lies in the structured application of a systematic literature review (PRISMA) and the thoughtful development of a conceptual implementation framework tailored to the public sector. The discussion of both technological opportunities and ethical considerations is balanced and comprehensive, enhancing the study’s relevance for academics, policymakers, and practitioners.
The article could benefit from minor language editing and slightly more elaboration in the abstract regarding the methodology and conceptual model. Additionally, the integration of a few broader or cross-disciplinary sources would enhance the discussion on algorithmic accountability and fairness.
Overall, this is a scientifically sound and well-organized manuscript that makes a meaningful contribution to the growing body of literature on AI in public administration. I recommend it for publication following revisions.
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